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Program evaluation stands high tod)y among educational priorities. Knowing
what kind of results the activities in the classroom are achieving has become
1ncrea°1ng1y mmportartt.,  Although the evaluation-of-students and staff is
erucial. it is in the evaluation of educational programs that the most far-
reaching benefits lie: program improvements that work for both students and
steachers; conclusipns drawn from hard data that help decision makers refine,
expand, or drop a program; and results that have real meaning in terms of

cost and effectiveness--meaning that can be communicated to school beard members ,
parents, and cthers concerned with the schools. .

In an effort to help advance the state of the art of program evaluation, the
CaJ1forn1a ate Department of Education received a developmental geant through
£SEA Title V- Tne Project was directed by William H. Bronsop, he was
ass1s*e“ by uaro1yn M. Fowler, and they were backed up by an impressive array
of pvﬂff1tlon°rs n the California schools. The results of the developmental
grant resilted 1n three publications titled the "California Evaluation Improve-
ment Froject.”
A
*he Regional Interstate Planning’ PrOJect staff was apprised of the project
progress by verl Snyder of the U. S. Office of Education. In July of 1976 the
project >fa** invited wWilliam R. Bronson to shlre with the par11b1pants attend-
1ng 2 seminar on "Evaluating for Effecting Educational Futurs ' what the
California Evaluation and Improvement Project was about and the status of their
activities. , . )
ve

He told us that in structuring a group to work with.they Had dealt pr1mar11y
wwth the smajl school aistricts. Their objective was to ragse‘%k111s at
the.local level 1n the areas of planning, evaluation, and ¢ ssemination.

For assistancge, they went to the county education offices. Théir long range
objective wag tn train 4 cadre of trained educational evaluators at all. levels
to continue ‘o \mprove edcational competencies. Three basic Steps were used
N canductimg L wOfVShODS diring tne developmental stages--plan, conduct,

and use fkc-rat1ona.o 21ng you wust plan if you have to conduct, and if

yha rave to dorduct T, you shouid be able to use it. In.addition, what does
the plan conBist of that will determine the evaluation purpose and require-
rents® YWhy dre you doing this® If you understand why you are doing SOmeth1ng,
1t 1s "uch milre clear what you have to do. In other words, you really can't
separat@ program Dxann1nq and program evaluation. o
As, a result o *hls averview of the project, 1t was determined by the (RIPP)
DrOJECt staff{to sponsor a workshop based on mater1a1s developed by the )
Cﬁ11forqja Evdluation Improvement Project.

i
Ehe fo lowing iseminar obyactives were wr1tten to be achieved during the workshop:

'@' 1. Al rticiparts will become aware of ahd better informed about the
" rn1a Evaluation Imprdvement Project and 1ts approach to, '

Partig¢ipants who are proqram managers from state and 1ntermediate
levelq and those who are already fanfiliar with research and
J
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. evaluation concepQs will be able to describe. the project fo othars

anY to acquire s J1s required to present the materials in subsequent
- - workshops.

™,

3. Participants from local school districts will acquire skills required
for 1mplerenting or 1mproving evaluatiqn designs in their own districts.

L)
"

We.engaged *he services of Willian Bronson and Carolyn Fowler from the California
State Depart-ent 0of Zducation, to inStract the workshop participants abgut the
evaluatipn mudel, © In addition, Reglpa1d Corder and J. Richard Harsh, from Educa-
tional Testing ServT®es, assisted during the workshop.

\

' The materials covered dur}ng the work'shop consisted ‘of three publications: :
s .

. %
1. Program avaiuator 5 Guider. A basic manual that leads the participant
,rhr;u]r the steoﬁ’%qu)rpq to develop and carry cut a comprehensive

/ Tan! ﬁc\e»aljaYﬁOﬁ ére are chapters on purpos®s and objectives,
. gﬂﬂﬂ’*'wxvr*r“ and design; #eyveloping or selecting instruments, collecting
ant analvzing data,-and i€borting and applying results.

. .

1
P

ReRral

i 5our dnwProgram tvaluation: A recording notebook with text that

r.es & a prograrmed 1nstructiod 1n program evaluation.

0

(8]

. 9. Evaluation Trainer's Guide- A detailed manual for teaching program
! evaluation workshops based on the Program Evaluator's Guide. ¢
N v, .
Other benef1ts\der1ved from the workshop were: ) v
1. -Better eyidence with which to discuss programs with school .boards and

communities. ” -
Z. 'Ynre obie.tive and accurate 1nformat1on on program results, both
3n*7*‘pa*ed and Jnexpected

3

fGreater sensitivity to aspects of programs that need refinement.

(@)

Yore ~ertainty that changes will mean 1mprovements.

L. firdater assdrance that resources will be allocated 1n the best possible
way.,

At this time, Llucationai .esb1ng Service (ETS) h%z purchased the copyright
privileqges for the vaterials from the producers and are conducting a series

Qf workshops to help advance the state of the art of program evaluation, Their
evaluation improvement program, known as (EIP)., will also combine new: miterials
“for program evaluation with 1nstructional programs 1n their use. A section of
"this publication 1s devofqd to the fiture QOa1s and act1v1t1es planned for
"Evaluation Improvement Proqgram Materials.

"
v \ .~

) ' Lamar LéFevre, Director
: ) ’ \ Reqional Interstate Planning Project A
) ' ~ Nevada State Department of Education -
; o 4055 South Spencer, Suite 234
¢ Las Vegas, sNevada 89109
(702) 385-04191 ‘ ™
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INTRODUCTION

-

The Regiona1‘fﬁierstate P]anﬁ?ﬁ§ Project participants have met periodically
over the last nine.years at conferences sponsored by tef State departments of
education to discuss ney or topical issues of general cpncern. The t recent
meeting-was held Fe 28-March 2, 1977, in Lgs Vegas, Nevada, to discuss
program evaluation strategies and techniques. ‘

The R.1.P.P. Conferences are financed with funds providéadhnder the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, Public Law 89-10, Title V, Section 505 as
amended. The,project has been administered by the Nevada State Department of
Education undér the supervision of Superintendent John Gamble who serves as
Chairmansof the Policy Board. Other cooperating State departments of education
are Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas, Utah, and
Wyoming. - "

During the process of transcribing, editing, and compiling the R.I.P.P. pro-
ceedings, the editors have sought”to keep the material both brief and informa-
tive. The resulting report is, hopéfully, a useful record of many thoughtful-
discussions. . ‘

1Y ‘ Dr. Evalyn Degrmin, Co-Editor

, Dr. Jake Huber, Co-Editor
. Mr. LaMar Lefevre, Cop-Editor
- ' Research and Educational
\\W : Planning Center
L ~ College of Educatdon
' University of Nevada, Reno .
Reno, Nevada

0"'
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EDUCATIOQNAL TESTING SE‘RVICE_k WESTERN QFFICE

"
11947 Center Street’

Berkeley, California 94704 / . L
Telephone Area Code 415 849-0950 . April 20,.1977

Mr. LaMar LeFevre, Executive Assistant

’ Nevada Department of Education (Y
R.I.P.p. Director ' -
State Mai1 Room \ < :
- . 215 tast Bonanza
Las Vegas, Nevada 89158
¢ ‘ .
: ‘ ,
Dear Mr., Lefcyre:
On berald of The £.T.S. s2a“f who attended the Lgs Veqas Workshen
* on ivu¥°}twon, Iow Sf L. Txpeess Qur gopreciatinon for tre opoor
tunity to meet witn you and tne R.I.P P. membershi;. '
’ ’ 0 ) « -
This opportunity; was especially important to us because of the
"
nigh prior-ty which E.T.S. accords 'to program evaluation. The ‘
Evaluatior Improve.ent Program materials devefOped by the California
1 ) .
Departrent of tducition have contributed significantly towards
helping teac@gﬁii,g?incipals, and program managers within the
state devélop improved evaluation Skills. We are pleased to have
*been selected by the California Department to extend their work
“ by publishing and distributing the E.1.P. materials on a national
| basis and appreciate-the interest and suhpgrt of the R.1.P.P.
) ‘membership in providing-advance information about their
availability. ; . ‘ .
\ L]
- /
) v )
&) . ‘ o

ERIC | ' :
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, The E.I1.P. materials are nbw available from E.T.S. in/a somewhat
‘ .
a
revised format. Later in 1977 we expect to add additiodﬁ] com-

ponents including instructor's transparencies, a sTidéVtape '
orientation presentation, a series of tapes insudiocassette form

. M . , w /
to serve as aids for the program eyaWuator, and~an additional unit

of instruction on the current Title I evaluation models.

- 4
\

The hospitality and courtesies yow extended to us in your role as

hostlwere superb. - We thank you and look forward to another meeting.

-

R
Very truly yours, ;

)

bl .
‘\’»r‘\.‘““‘ \:‘vz(ff/l N 4

Reginald Corder

Professional Associate

Research and Advisory Services _ , !
N

for

-

!

Patricia Elias., Director, Research and Advisorf Services, Berkeley
J. Richard Harsh, Director, Los Angeles Office

Theodore Storlie, Professional Associate, Evanston

Wesley W. Walton, Executive Associate, Princeto ‘
Patricia Wheeler, Professional Associate, Berkedey

»
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PROGPAM ACTIVITIES

:00 - 3:20 pow

20 - 5:00 pom

:30 - 6:30 p.m.

<

Juesday, March 1st
8 30 a.m.
9: a.m.
e

- 101 - 10:45 aJn:

10: - 12.00 noon

12: - 1:30 p.m.

:45 p.m.
230 - 4:00 p.m.
:00 p.m.
Wednesday, March 2nd.
8:300- 11:15 a.m.

11:15 - 12:00 noon

(Shiloh Room)

7

Registration

Greeting
John Gumblée
Nevalz Superintondent of Public
Instrustion :
Introductions, .
LaMiry Lefevre

Divide into two working groups
Team 1 -(Bilox1 Room)
Carolyn Fowler snd J. Richard Harsh
Team 2 {Shiloh Room])
witliam Bromson and Reginald Corder

- . .
Lunch on your own

-

Team 1 (B1jvx1 Room)
Team 2 (Sh¥oh Room)

Break (Biloxi Room)

Reconvene gﬁi§p sessions

Work’ Session

Persgnality Evaluation (Shiloh Room)
(Comp. Showboa®) b,

Coffee
Sessioh begins
Break
Reconvene work sessions
Scheduled lunch
Speaker: Dr. Alford
Assoctate Comntssioner for
Legislation

U. S. Office of JEducation

Reconvene work sessions o=
L

Break ¢

On’your own

Work Session

Wrap-up Sessiom

\
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Nevada.delegation - John Madson, WORKSBOP PRESENTORS ¥

Br: Jake Huber, Dick Gunkle, Shirlee J. Richard, Harsh, Patricia Wheeler, .
:Wedow, Bill Arepsderf, Denis Graham, Carolyn Fowler, Patricia Elias, Reg
vEd Uordisce, and LaMar LeFevre . \C‘arder,, William H. Bromson k

[ N . * . - R
-t

' Jr. Walter iowardl, lerus R.L.P. P\."r - " DP. Charfles Sandmann, Oklahoma, ’
Tocriinator, gecond from right, . on right - makés sure of a point
' ith leras iolegation , from the Hpajuation Mamal . .
. , .
» : - . /\‘
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p . .
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Workshop partﬂczpants Fron Arizona -
Toby Jalowsky on -the lert,
Hightower and Joy Till

Dents Graham of itne Newala Depawrtmen:

Hérma

of FHueation and Dom Richards, Utah

Jabeqatzon,

Hong with fellow parti-

cipants, follow tne WorkuhO"

proceeldings

»

Or. @haries Sandmann,
with the other

pants

-

*

,

far riihg,
Ok lahoma -partioi-

f 4

*3"’"""‘«- ‘,'

s#”* ‘
oo

William Bronson‘of the

hepartment &f Education,
Lecder, makes a point on the -
chalkboard : L -

Shirlee Wedow, Nevada,‘gbins Reid
Bishop (on her right) and Idaho
delegation

v

. LaMar LeFevré, R.I.P.P. Frofect
Dire:tor, Nevada, and Reid Bishop,
Idaho, discuss a point with Workshop
participants

*
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EDUCATIGON AND ‘THE- FED@RAL LEGISLATIVE PROCESS:
NEWS FROM THE PO MAC , -

by
. ) Or.. Albert L. Alford
® " Assistant Commissioner for Legislation '
U. S. Office of Education ’ X -

"
& - - .
. rd

'AuthFizétions and'Appropriations

For the past 42 years I have been .in charge of the Office of Legislation in the )
"U. S. Office of Education. As an assistant to the Commissioner I coordinate the -
activities involved in deve]op1ng legislation, in: deve]op1ng estimony--in a sense
selling it on the hill--not in the lobbying sense bqt in the Wreparation of «the
technical materials needed for testimony and backup for the administrative pro-

’ posals in education.

. In the Congress, the e]J%entary and secondary programs are coming up for reneWa]h

We are now 1ook1ng at those part1cu1ar programs more intensely. I work only with

the authorizing legislation, which is quite different from the appropriations.

Congress first has to grant the authority to set up and carry.out programs.

Getting the authorization, however, doesn't mean anything until you get the

money to run it. You have to go shrough another set of committees and another
ocess to get appropriations that really make the programs go--the dollars.
tually most people probably have -a greater interest in ‘th® appropriation process

" than th8y do in the authorizing process; but you can't have an appropriation if

you don't have an authorization, so they are both equally important.

From .the appropriations end, and that's all we've really done much with at his
time,, the news is prétty good. The Carter administration sent forward thei
budget early last weéek. It increased by about one and one-half billion do]]ars
over the Ford budget the amount for education. And not only that, and more ~
import&ntly perhaps because the Ford-budget actuallyNrepresented an amount below
what we were already scheduled tolget in+1977, the farter budget represents about
a $600 million increase over the 1977 bpudget, which\begins next OctoBer 1 and
ends September’ 30, 1978. I have no indication that’ the Cbngfess will give us less
money than we ask for. In past years, Congress has’ tended tgbg1ve us more than
the Presidentaasks for. Certainly we would not anticipate a percentage increase
as we have had for the last eight years- because we are startirg out wit much
‘higher base, but there may be adJustments that the Congress w111 make on he
dollars even beyond wha?—the President has asked for. .

In the Idpact Aid Program the Cartew administration took the same view as.the
ngd administration which had the same view ds the Nixon administration and the .

.Same view as,the Johnson administration: that the program is too big and needs

to be cut back. Although that view has been-consistent since the earl] 50'5,-
Congress hasn't paid any attentior to it in all these years. The- program still

. keeps growing. We will again go through the exercise of determining whether we

can cut the Impact Aid Program.

In §eneral we. are off on'a positive note in the appropriations end. 1 hope that
we will not have the kind of hassle that we have had for the last eight years

s
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‘in fighting the génera] public concern to cut down or to hold ‘educational expen-
ditures below budget. [ don't know that we.can anticipate in the executive )
budget any large-scale-increases of the magnitude that we are talking about.
this year as we come up in future years because Presideht Carter is very con-
cerned about the economic situation in this colintry. He's very concerned about
inflation and unemployment. Hjs major -emphasis will be trying to solve sOme

of «these economic problems. If tRat can be done, domestic programs will be
increased or adjusted as they need be. As a matter of fact, we really can't
anticipate any major, large programs in the area of education unless gwa®brogram
is designed either to reduce €9nflation or.unemployment or both. The emphasis
will be on the kinds of programs that affect the economy. '

I

Atypical Funding Sources

* There are a couple of programs educators need to keep alert to. As a matter

of fact there drg some areas to mine for funds that are not in what are typically
educational programs. The PuBlic Works Act passed last year provided some $2

billjon in potential appropriations for construction. The schools have fared
well-under thi¢ one, coming up with about 20 pErcent of the money nationally.
Programs l1ke thiese have to be worked through areds other than thd normal educational
hierarchy. The Public Works Aot is operated through the Department of Commerce.
Arnother Public Employment B111 wes tacked on as Title VI to CETA, the Compre-
hensive Employment Tradning Act, which was designed to create public jobs 1n
areas of high unemployment. A few States have used this funding to develop-
kindergarterl programs they needed which then made markets available for the

hiring of unemployed teachers. So there is some potential even in this area.

-
e -~

[ ‘ » .
Budget Reforms Act and E«piration of Authorization

Much educational legislation 1S now expiring. Let me Just ruﬁ‘over a list of

the pieces of legislation that are up for renewal at this time. In the Office

of Education we now operate under the new Budget Refgrm Act which was passed in
1974. We have to get our recommendations up to the ggngress on a fixed timetable.
The Congress, the authorizing committees, also have to take £heir actions by a
fixed time in order to get the bills oyt on the floor to be considered. » This
requirement poses a real problem for us in terms of Yead time. The law, as

now set up, requires the authorizing committees of the Congress to report out

by May 15th all legislation which will expire on September 30th.of this year.

We in turn have to have our recommendations through the Congress and “through

these committees a year in advance of May 15th; so we had to have ours in by -
last May 15th on the things that are expiring this September 30th. On May 15th

of this year we will submit recommendations for the qegislation expiring September

© 30, 1978. The problem lies in backiny up from those dates to allow adequate time

to evaluate the program and determine what shouldebe changed.

We're getting lead times of two to, two and one-half years in our interna] process.

That means evaluations have té»he started three ‘years or so in advance of the

time that we need the jnformation.to deal with. So we may.be talking in terms

of five-year lead times to really effectively use the results of evaluations.

Those deadlines and thase dates ‘cqmpel us to cet our, act together. A

rFd . / .
.
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We're having some problems now becauge of the change in administration.- wi‘pave P
the Secretary of HEW confirmed and the Undersecretary of HEW confirmed, and!

~ ®that's it as far as HEW is concermtd. The Controller has been asked to-stay
on, “therefore, the Controller's Office is in place-and operating; but all of
« the other assistant secretaries within the department and the Commissioner of
Education and t Executive Deputy Commissioner and-all of the five deputy
commissianers 4 still scheduled to be appointed. In"a number of cases-the e
.deputy commissioners have yét to be named. In none -of these cases have the
papers even gone forward to the Congress for the confirmation hearings. The
nominees are in Washington working on a consulfant basis, they are inyolved in
. dévéloping golicy, but they can't really give any direct-orders for doing things:
They are working on a very informal:basis,-which makés it difficult to undertake
the tough policy decisions in many areas. ” .
For example, we need to review the whole area of elementary and secondary educa- .
tion because those programs are due'to expite on September 30, 197§.  The Larter - \
administration has, at.least fn_general terms, ®#ejected as an overal] proposi-
tion the consglidation proposals of the 'Nixon and Ford administrations. They
have not rejected looking at {some possikles consolidations at some point along
the way, but they rejected th&\overall, wholesale concept that was used by the
past administratibn. We have t& look at the individual programs and mdke Ssome
determinations about them in time to send the recommendations to the Congress
by May 15th. Because so many of our people gre not yet on board, it will be
difficult to render these decisions. > :

We have some more eritical situations. The Library Services and Constructibn
Act, for example, which deals*with public libraries actually. expired 1ast ASeptember. =
We have-an automatic one year carry-over authority for every program admi istered *
by the Commissioner of Education, so we still have authorization for it;/but we
. do not go by that one year carry-over in‘terms of our deadline data for/submitting

the regommendations to Congress.. If the program is not to be absolutely expired
By this next September, gbviously the Congress is going to have to move: The
House did gass a biTl last.year extending jhe program, but “the Senate ever\got
around to it. The House has just repdrted out a bill, and they held hearindyg,
and we were-invited to come to the hearings;®but since we did not have a posiy .
tion, we had to ask not to go forward. We dign't want to take-a negative pos§v
tion, but we didn't have any other position at thdt tife. The House has moved '

¢ ahead and will undoubtgd]y get their bill passed on the floor, and the Senate

-’ has scheduled their hearings for March 9th. ;If we can now get our po]icy'togethkr
in time for next week, we will go before the Senate and testify on the Library
Services Construction Act. . ‘ . b )
In addition, of coutse, a number of bills have Aot been considered partially - \\

because as far as the administration was ;mncerned we had to have them up last
year, and so we did; but most of ours were involved in the consolidation. We - )
simply threw them all’in the consolidaé&yn-package and didn't say anything about

the individual programs: tjfe Environméfial Education Act, the /Alcohol and Drug

Abuse Education Act, and #11,of the,discretionary programs in the Educattonal s
Handicapped Act. The Part D, the StatesSupport Program under the Educatioqal /
Handicapped Children Act, is now pérmanent authorization. It will not expire.
Therefore, we~do nat have to.deal with,it, but all the individual parts dealing
-with the research and training and spe¢ial kinds of projects do have a limited

term of awthorization which will expire at the end of this year.® 0f course,

the one year automatic extension would carry over, SO there's no urgency Jf .
_this one does drag past Octdber 1. '

L3
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Title VI, the National Defense Education A&t, which is area studies and language
deyelopment, the Educational Television qu;dcasting«Faci1ities and the Head

rogram, .or the Follow-Through Progra that also intludes the whole Head
area of 0perat10p'expire in 1977. We'need to make some individual decisions
these in terms of review from the point of view of the Carter administration.
The legal aspects of this are taken care of ‘because the administration did send
;/jt forward last May, but a review process. 1s needed.
The 1978 expirataons, upon which we are going to _have to make our recommendations
the “first time this May, include the whole Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, all nine titles of that act--the big Title I, and the consolidation title
which consolidates Titles I1; ITI, and V and most of VIII, and Title IX, the
Ethnic Heritage Program: The Adult Education Act also expires. We have made
. our recommendation to eliminate Part B of’the Impact Aid Program, and that has
qone forward. All the provisions of the Indian Education Act expire and are up
for renewal. This area becomes important because g considerable amount of money
flows from the Indian Education Act into the western part of the United States.
Nur Specia' Projects Aughobity includes a discretionary fund for the Commigsioner
of Education. The law reauires us to put at least half the money into the desig- -~
pated progre 5 tnak Tongress has ptcked out, and these 1nclude the Metric System, -~ .
tre G1fFted ant Ta'ented Thildren, Tommunity- Sthools ¢ Career tducation, Women's B
, Fquity 1n frucati on. ard the Arts in Education Program. A1l of those need to
Jbe reyiewed to deternine where we dre going with them.

AS you can see. we have 4 very substantial number of items up for expiration.

My office has a Yot of work cut out for 1t this year. These authorizations
probably w:}hﬁ’b considered over the.next two years or year and a half because '
Congress has had a tendency, since about 1970, to pass one major piece of
Tegisiatior, an orthibus bill, every two years. We have the Educational Amend-
rents of 1976, 137%, 1974, and 1976. Most of - these expirations will await packaging

intq the amendments of 1973, - p

s
.

Eva{ua_'_tjﬁqnys i -
’ 3
f\\‘Aithough I don't get 1nvoived in actually making evaluations, théoretically we
¢ are supposed to use them, and the Congress has placed & great emphasis on eval-
. uation over the years. As a matter of fact, when Congress passed the large -
Title@ program 1n 1965, annual evaluatioms were required. We had not requested
an annual evaluation Qecause we "had th ht more in terms of a five-year eva]u?~
tion Yin order to give thé program an bg‘grtunity to be developed. We really didn't
think we could get much in terms of evaluation the first few years as the program
was too new. But Congress said they wanted evaluations immediately. -
bl
One advantagé to that 15 getting people stanted on evaluation. You have got
to plan your evaluations and establish a baseline. You, have to build that into
¢ the program. In a providential type of evaluation, you have to go back and pick
up the data and try to recreate it. This poses, real problems when somebody calls
you to task on a true statistical analysis. YouPare usually unable to prove
that your results mean much of anything. You need time to set up an evaluation,
g to plan it, and to get it intq operat'ion. : ’
3




My office works v

"+ at the' end of December.

up s R

! ’ - .
e}y closely with the office in charge of planning and evalua-
tion jin the Officeiof Education. We are really part of the same office conglom-
eratej We try to §et up a timetable to allow them to let their cdntracts and
plam for the evalugtions we will néed so that these can be used as part of our
planning process or the legislative end. We have really only started in the Tast
three or four yearg to gef th1s kind of intensive planning, and.it hasn't come
to fruition yet. i ’ ,
The National Institute of Education has a $15 mi1fion contract over three years
to conduct sfudies ln compensatory education. They published a preliminary report
The other reports will be coming out toward the end of"
Eai]ab1e for us in terms of our transmit-
e.recommendations are concerned.

th1s year, but they,will not really be a
tals té Congress oniMay 15th as far as t

Evaluations, of coubse, are very .difficult to apply. Even if we start getting

- all of them flowing'into us, I don't know whether we will be,able to use them

e

‘deficiencies 1n the i1ndiyidual students.

< [t came out very high.

-money to flow, the lo

. flow.

_an educational deprivatign base.

or not. I've only Had oné instamce of trying to use an evaluation in the 12
years I've worked with programs and that was on a proposal we made-in the area
of schonl aid. We called for the eliminiation of the large-state grant program,
converting it iato a disgifetionary program which could concentrate on some special
areas wnere we hgd fpu hat it was effective. From the very beginning, we had
a strong evaluation tomponent, and as evaluations began to flow out of it, we
found, for esample, the human relations programs in the school districts were
quite effective, Begause they secured positive results which seemed ‘to hold
up’under all of the dtatistical analysis, we thought we should really go for that
one area arnd spend lass money in the discretionary portion. .
When you try to.propoSe‘T%ss expenditures of money for programs and use your
evaluation results as your backup for this, you frequently find that the evalua-
tion regults are 1gnoted because, in many cases, the Congress does not want less
3a1 schodl districts do not want less money to flow, the
States do not want leds money to flow. A very, very convincing case has to be
made 1n the use of evaluation resul®s to bring about the end of a ®rogram.
Of'cours%, the Tong hav} advantage 1n the use of evaluatioh 15 to 1mprove the :
programs.’ Bu*t, 1f youl-are not really tHinking in terms of cutting off programs
or abolishing prpgramé& you eliminate that concept. You assume that even i{
the nature of the-progtam s adjusted slightly, the money is. still going to
There 1s'a need \for all-thé money that we are now spending 1n education,
but Tet's adjust it ahd get it into channels where it ts going to do the most
qopd. Thbre, T thipk we may be able to use the evaluations to same effect.

For example, the 1974 a%endments called specificglly for a look at a change in

formula for the Title I programs-to move 1t from a poverty base distribution to
Put in those terms, you measyre the §ﬂucationa1

abilities of the ind1vidpdl students, and you flow money in to remedy the

When we designed that program we

correlatednas nearly as iwe could the various census data that were available.

It was fairly crude becduse we correlated educational achievement with poverty.

[ think 1t would hold true under any kind of assessment

There is a very high correlation between poverty and educational

deprivation because thej two thipgs go together in the system. We did have the

poverty measure; $o 1t fvas very easy to send money out on that basis. Then we

told the schools, after they qot the money on the poverty measure, now ook on

an indwidual basis at your students and see what needs to be done 1n educational

g |

you make.
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terms. You may need a conprehens1ve reading program YOou may need someth1ng ih
math, you may need this, or you may need that, but we "11: Jeave it to you to
determine what you need 1n those areas. ' We assume that when we get this money
down to Seools 1r an area that is poor, very high numbers of students are going
to need tMis extra help 1n_terms of educatxona155uppor‘

ds of problems. You have a

re recognized and accepted by
‘1 level, it becomes very impor-
crease in the Carter proposal of $2,635,000,000.35 proposed
and that 1s a.subktartial ,pie e of change no matter what way
it e(ow€s very critical what mgasure is used 1n d1str1but1ng
f , we w11l be able to use some eva1u$t10ns of programs now

If, hawever, yni try to_use a reasure of ac@uaw

to put that “nmo a forrula, you get into all kil
aroblem of testing, of establishing tests that
everybody. when you try to do that on a nation
tant because the new In
to start in ;?79
you look at 1t.
the money.

¢
education déprivation and +try

bveing ondud DH bj [ to.see whether it is pogsn
though *ﬁey were only looking at tha distributions

le-to use another measwsre, €ven
in.a school district, between

el

wchoo‘> : sure 1fsyou find You.can, ther® will
Conressmen to woje Yt 047 1nto o*her areas; Bt
’hat it regll, “toans

)
teve?

be pressure on the part of -some |
t does convert the program.
that you.give money for any thild, whatever the income
net 1 to remedy their daf1c1enc1es

-

S
£y

JE tne anaresy,
.

, "\
1n yodr indivi8ual States, and, this will-be -
have the Congress' interest in the State and
Tney nave made that quite clear to us. We're “to utilize the

the evaluation field for technical assistance for the

1ocal evaluation programs.’ What ye have to do under those
, £o. et tnem reasonably.comparafle so-that the 1nformat1on
can be .¥1iized nat1ona11y. This problem always exists when you’
move 04t to the'separate units. Many of-our evaluation peop1e ‘tend to favor "'
the i a*Wf“al sqntradted evaluations becausé they control the data base, it's
all coliested 1n:ne way, and they think they can get ‘statistica
That ‘may -e and 1t umdoubtedly 15 true, but whqﬂﬁ@r trueror not the Congress
nas saxd,_"” ©oinqto do 1t the other: way," and so we are geing to have to
1prove and tvy to do something abOut being able to feed th1s who1e
taing into 0f evaluation. ’

.
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PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE ROCKY MOUNTAIN
REGIONAL. INTERSTATE PLANNING PROJECT

) by: ‘ '

Lamay Lefevre

Assistant Superintendent of

Public Instruction - .~ S
Nevada Department of.Education

and

s Director T -

Y, . Rocky Mountain Regional
Interstate Planning Project

On July 1, 1974 the Nevada State Department of Education assumed the adminis-
tration of the Regional Interstate P1ann1ﬁg Project. Since that date, the
Project Policy Boawd has sponsored nine major seminars dealing with educational
topics that were major concerns of the, particﬁpat1ng States. The meetings:have
been- attended by State Department .of "Education personnel, Staff from local school
districts, universitys professors, staff from the U.S. Office of Education &nd
regional offices.’ In addition we have-had “participants renresnting local
and State Boards of Education and other interested citizens.
During the time the Regional Project has been operational, many change§\have
occurred. The one change that is most noticeable, and the one that 1is least
« talked abolt, ;igﬁge attitude of the State's representatives when they share
program accomp ments, methods, and ideas that bring measurable resu®ts.
Participating State staffs have-developed -a communication rapport.  They
listen and shaye jideas, utilize and refine informatipn-acquired- about educa-
"ticnal madels in.their respective States, and 1ntegrate such models -into the1r
program activities: ‘As 1nd1v1dua1 State agencies, they no longer re-invent’
the wheel each time they respond to an educational mandate. .
Beyond the formal meeting times, the staff members from the different State
agencies have made professipnal contacts through the several regions; and 1n
.the U.S. 0ffice of ‘Education. (Contacts made by individuals with their counter+
.parts in the various States. and fedéral offices have become a valuable asset.
Thrpugh thesé contacts, the process of responding to many educational comcerns
has been acce1erated-—especia11v where gedera1 law and regu1at1ons d&e 1nvo1ved
The national netowork of Interstate PrOJects was conce1ved to achleve the .
following obJect1ves ’ : . S
% . - g . > . ..
1. Identafy, analyze, and work caoperatively on current and emerging,
educational problems of cqmmon comcern to all or most ofe the
part1c1pat1nq States and terr1tor1es

J f
2. Innovate, pilot and deve1op methods which can be used by State
Educat10n Acencies to strengthen their leadership and service
capab111t1es

3. Plan, develop and implement staff deve1opment programs -which will
improve State Education Agency gersonnel skills 1n solving 1dentified
problems.




4, Improve ind st1mu1ate 1ntercommun1cat1on and dissemination of prom-
ising so1ut1ons of educational problems among participating agencies
‘and the U.S. Office of Educat1on

) To comp1ement these national goalsy the R.I.P.P. Pqlicy Board deve1oped the
N fo11owﬁng goals to_ be achieved, while conduct1ng various activities: -

1. To 1ncrea9e the knowledge of selected SEA personnel relative to
predeterm1ned educational topics to the extent that knowledge
ga1ned'may.be usefu1 to thé participating SEAs.

2. Yo share currqnt act1v1t1es within the SEAs relative to the . < ,
selected areas of common concerns to the extent that the part1- ) '
cipating SEAs may find the 1nformat1on to be useful. . R

-

' 3. To provide materials for-dissemination to.be used by SEA
personnel and others not in attendance and for future referernce.

4. To alert selected personnel about emerging trends in education
and to provide assistance upon”request so -that part1c1pat1ng SEAs
w111 be in the forefront of new developments.

5. .To maintain communication wWith the USOE Division of State Agency.
Cooperation

As one reads the individual publications produced by the PrOJect, a resu]t of

‘a semipar activity, it is evident that the natqona] network goals-and Regional N
PrOJect goals were attajned. - ‘ .
fow that authorwzat1on for fund1ng the Project has been discontinued, and
Project act1v1t1es will. no longer be scheduled-as.in. the past, a few commenda-
tions are in order .

- The R.I.P.P. Policy Board and PrOJect staff woqu like to thank the U.S. Congress
K and U.S. Office of Education for mak1ng this type‘of activity available for .

.the profe551ona1 growth of the ,many individuals who have been involved in the )
Project durinig the.years it has been“operatiocnal. ‘The Project staff would e .
especially. 1ike to thank Verl Snyder and Dr. Al White for their many-faceted .

- - quality assist#hce, operating out of the‘Division of State Kssastance, U.s.
' Office of . Education . . .

.
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. HISTORY OF THE ROCKY MOUNTAIN '

. REGIONAL INTERSTATE PLANNING PROJECT .
. (RIPP)

by -
/. y
Jr. Evalyn Dearmin

Senior‘Research Consultant

Research and Educational Planning Center

-

-t

Establishment v -

When ‘the Rocky Mountain‘Re916na1 Interstate Ptanning project was orjgi-
nally formed in 1968 as the Interstate Project on Planning and Program
Consolidation, it consisted Qf a consortium of six States: Montana,
Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, Utah, and New Mexico. The States of Nevada
and Arizona joined in 1969, after leaving the Pacific RIPP. /Two other
States, Texas and Oklajbma, alse joined in 1972, bringing the. present

. membership of the Rocky Mountain RIPP to a total of ten States.

The four States which-withdrew from their regional -projects.to join the
Rocky' Mountain consortium did so for several compelling reasons. They
felt g more common bond of concern with the other member States of the
Rocky Mountain RIPP. The problems of these States with relatively low
.population densities and larger geographical expanses were -more compar-
able to their-own. Furthermore a greater ¢oSt savings could be realized
if ten Ytates combined into ong group rather’ than several States meeting
in two or three smaller groups. : ’ .

The current membership of the Rocky Mountain RIPP also includes four of
the USOE regional offices: Region X in Seattle, Region IX in San Fran-
cisco, Region-VIII in Denver and Region VII in Dallas. This comprehen-
sive representation serves to reinforce communication among the Western
States.

M

Growth and Development (
Initially. the administration of the Rocky Mountain RIPP was situated dn
Denver under the aegis-of the Colorado Department of Education and the
directorship of Arthur R. Olson. A Board of Directors comprised of the
chief State scfMool officer of "each participating State, or his represen-
tative, has seryed as the coordinating or planming agency from out-
set of the project. Early each year topics of common concern a the
ten participating States are identified and plans are made to develop
Seminars or wprkshops appropriete to the topics of greatest interest.

Frqm @968 to 1970 few documents were published by the Rocky Mountain RIPPF
The aiscussions were of, such a kind and quality, however, that they
deserved to reach a wider audience; and in 1970 the first,continuing
.series of seminar proceedings appeared entitled simply "A wOrkspop'Report;”
The subsequent publications are ample testiniony to the increasing valme '
"of the workshops and the growing diversity of issues confronting State
departments of education. :

y | e




Early Emphasis On Accountability 3

Recognizing a growing need to render themselves more accoyntable to the
public and to their clientele, educators participating in the two RIPP
~workshops held in Denver, Colorado and Boise, Idaho in 1970 addressed
themselves to the process of managing more efficiently by establishing
objectives. Management by objectives (MBO) was the pervading theme of
both conferences, and attention was focused upon the design and imple-
mentation of planning; programming, and budgeting systems (PPBS) for lo-
cal and State education agencies. . ©
: The accountability issue was pursued at the next three conferences held
in Phoenix, Arizo%ﬁ% Reno, ‘Nevada; and Helena, Montana in March, April
and July, 1971. federal mandate to "give each student the compe- .
tence he needs" dominated discussions of means to attain that end through
changes in traditional organizational structures and through performance
contracting.- - . .

. . . < ’
The Phé&hix conference attempted to acquaint participants with the spe-
, cifics of performance contracting and to provide them with some guidance
in implementing performance contracting in their districts br regions.,
The conference at Reno investigated two gquestions related to accountabil-
ityf "Can the schools guarantee the acquisition of basic skiHs?" ahd -
"Do the schools use the ntost economical means to that’end?" "Several
State department of edication representatives discussed various systems
for attaining accountability through performance contracting, manage-
ment control 4 and appropriate evaluation procedures. The hazards and
1imits of thesg proposed methods were‘exp1oqu as well. .

! The subject of Management by Objectives was "revisited" once againfat
the Montana cosnference. The participants had moved from definition of
abstract managerent concepts- to a need for concréte information appli-
cable to their specific circumstances. Nevada representatives offered
a case study of their past experiences in SEA management, Oklahoma rep-

.reseritatives proffered advice on developing a records and information
management system, and Texas representatives submitted a State level
management assessment system. The presentations were a reflection of
the professional growth of the Rocky Mountain RIPP which had elicited
issues of commdn concern and examined them fully from concept to practi-
cal application. _ . L : o

SDE's Seek Stronger Role in Public Policy-Making

, . ) 0 . ) - ,
In-1972 thé attention of the consortium was directed foward providing ’ o~
future’/leadership. Rather. than being reactive to the public demand for
Teater accountability, the SDE's were searching for,a stronger ro]e,jn R
making public policy. Problems attendant' upon forecasting and improving
* decision-making came insistently to the fore™ The historical handicaps
_of SEA's in devetoping-policies and the politics involved in planning
were stressed at the seminar held in Las Vegas, Nevada on Fepruary 29-
) March 1. Am awarenass was'evident that substantial numbers of individ-
- ' uals and groups were interested in participating in the public decision-
making-process, particularly as it affected education. The means SEA's '

-
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€ .
could use to involve citizens, gnd other governmental entities in system-
-atic educational planning werg}examined as part of "'the hew leadership

role SEA's had to assume during a time of vociferous public controversy
sabout education.

Controversial Issues Become RIRP Staple Fare

v

During 1972 William G. Grimsley, of the Colorado Department of Education,
became the Director of the Rocky Mountain RIPP. In Denver, Colorado, at
their, July 18-20 meeting, conference participants grappled with an ex-
ceedingly controversial “issue--the performance-based teacher education/
certification movement. A statement made by the seminar -correspondent
Guilbert C.-Hentschke of Columbia University Teachers College reflects
thegcircumspect approach the RIPP conference planners were taking in .re-
gara to these kinds of issues: ’

As a group, the individual-presentations” tended to pull

against each other. The strong points ir theory awe bal-
anced by the problems encountered in implementation. Tes-
Eimony cbout posstbilities is seasorned with caution and

ver some skepticism. Yet, is this not about the only'
wey to address a subject which is clearly em€rging but
wnoser srecifie future is to date unclear?

That the caliber of the presenters was very high, including Karl Massanari
of the AACTE, Wendell Allen of the Washington State University Department -

of Education, Thgg:gggﬁﬁndrews and Helen Hdrtle of the New York State:
£d s

Department of D.D. Darland of NEA and Sandra Feldman of UFT,
indicates the care being .taken to assure that the selected issue would

be examined fully from a variety of professional perspectives--the teach-
er training institutions, the teacher urions, the SEA's, and educational
researchers. ) : _
In 1973 the Rocky Mountain RIPP turned its attention to the most #®dely
publicized ‘current*issue in education," school finance“reform to achieve
equal educational opportunity. The terminology of the seminar presenters
indicates the dimensions of legislative and legal intrusion into school
planning processes. The Serrano ¥. Priest decision in California, pre-
verting the quality of education from being a function-of district wealth,
and the Rodriguez v. San Antonio Independent School Qistrict case, which
found wide disparities among per pupil expenditures in Texas, forced
States to devise alternative systems for funding public education; and
the RIPP seminar considered these. The persgnnel in the SEA's, it is
obvious from the presentations, needed a thoroughgoing knowleuge of
judicial, legal, and accounting principles 1f they were to keep on their
heads the m&ny new hats being placed there, ‘ -

’ ) . (
-
[ 4

Multiple Issues Stretch SEA's Leadership Role

The 1974 Rocky, Mountain'RIPP workshops reveal how far afielc "the SEA's
were requiredito go in maintaining a leadership starce in public, educa-
tion. At the February 19-20 conference in Albuquergue, New Mexico, the

-
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participants discussed "strengthening communications at all levels."
With so many clients to serve and listen to, the SEA's were concerned . .
.about improving their ability to communicate--with each other, with the

_ legislatures, with the PTA's, with the LEA's, and with special interest
groups. On the horizon were such tentative concerns as devising infor-
mation management systems and management information systems.

Jhe seminar held in Lads Vegas, Nevada, May 14-15, 1974, zeroed in on

affective education and evaluation. - It was another effort to examing .,
¥ methods of becoming accountable for the product as well as the process

of education. Behind the topics discussed-<"Child-Centered Evaluation,"

N "Statewide Lvakuatdon:: New Mexico Style," "Information System for

<

Decision-Making," "Behavioral Objectives in Perspective" and "Measure-
ment in Support of Affective Education"--lay two.very intense questions:
_what is the proper fdcus of the school in assessing child development,
" and how do you translate values and attitudes into educational objec-
tives which can be measured? The writing of behavioral objectives, it-

come a particularly noisome task which Yargely eliminated the affective
domain. The abstractions wrestled with at this seminar perhaps reflect

~ - some frustration that the reach of education was exceedipg its grasp.

. 4

S~

Nevada Deparsment of Education Sponsorship

In 1574 the Nevada Department of Education assumed the sponsorship of
the Rocky Mountain Regional Interstate Planning Project Program under the
direction of Lamar Lefevre,.Assistant Superintendent of Public Instruction
The program in Boise, Idaho, August 12-14, addressed community education,
and once again it was clear that the schools had to learn to reach out
"to more publics. Among the questions explored were thgse: What is the

~ concept of community education? What is the role of the SEA in community
education? What is the responsibility of ‘the local school districts to
offer community education? What role should universities and colleges

play in community education?

Despite the fact that community education threatened the‘ﬁhb]e organiza-
tional structure of elementary and secondary schools, the presenters
were imbued with a sense of excitement. Beyond the economies offered

by community schools was the fervent hope that the school and the com-
munity could once again unify as they once had in village life. Hope’
Kading, Vice Chairman of Afe Education Commission of the States, ex-
pressed it this way: 3 v -

4
’

The secret, to me, of commnity educgtion...lies in our
ancient. ..concept of .commnity. We must actually view the
schoolhouse grom all poiénts in the circle, like a medictne
wheel, bevause I believe that's the. only wagy we're going to
recover something that I find...crucially important--the
sense “of .community. T .o -

-

%

self so much a part of an accountabi]it*?schemaf had apparently be- -
a

¢
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{ ' The next seminar at Salt Lake Cityw Utah, December 10-12, 1974, is a
testament to the manifold issues that were marshalling at the doorsteps
}*’of educators: metric education, career education, exceptional children,
education’ of the poor, educational governance. In his summary of the
" conference, Kenneth Hansen, Nevada Superintendent of Instruction, aptly
termed it "a classic example of the Kurt Lewin force, field analysis."

By that he meant that in every session he observed, the participants
seemed to be saying, "Here are the forces going for us. Here are the
forces pushing against the solution of this problem. ‘Let's #ort them
out ‘and see where we go from there." It was a_highly professional ex-
change of views of persons in very diverse fields and levels, of educa-
tion,. what Hansen called "the RIPP mix." Robert F. Tardiff reported on
the Math Education Task Force Recomméndations for Metric Education, '
Roald Campbell reported on the Educational Governance Project and
Assistant Superintendent Beatrice M. Smith 6f Texas reported on a preg-
Qingargarten screening program in her State.

~
*

SEA Staff and SystemLReﬁéwal Becomes Promirient RIPP Issife

Beginning with the conference in E1 Paso, Texas, April 1-3, 1975, the
Rocky Mouptain RIPP embarked wpon a series of expansive topics, seeking
new difections and methods of renewal. It wagra refreshing view outward
from an embattled educational promontory. Thd El Paso meeting focused
upon the role of SEA's in international community education. An infusion
of provocative ideas from Dr. Richard Bedggood, President of the New
Zegfand Community Education Assogiation; from Dr. Shannon Hagan, Educa-
tional Officer of the Ministry of Education in Canada; from Dr. William
. Martin, Senior Program Advisor for International Education, USOE; and
BN from Virginiaélrotter, Assistant Secretary for Education, HEW, created a
sense of sharéd communal purpose across cultures and geography. Trotter
said fittingly: -"I am-convinced that the time-has come when we are talk-
ing about renewed ‘hopes and ethics and spiritual resources-among our cit-
izens, our institutions, and in our communities at home and abroad." The
. idea of community education was perceived as extending globally. %

" . For the next.RIPP seminar held in Helepa, Montana, July 1-3, 1975, the
Board of Directors returned briefly to the fray and chose once again a
familiar topic, accountability, but with a different emphasis. The pub-
1ic demand for educational accountability had bred a basic need for infor-
mation to support decision making“and justify policy. Procuring that |

7 information on the most timely, cost-efficient basis had become a topic
of intense and continuing interest to the RIPP consortium of States.
They needed t& know-how to establish or improve Educational Management,
Information Systems. ~

A

., P

The state_o{b£2e EMIS art was thoroughly explored at this meeting. Each
State was represented by a team consistingkof staff from three levels:
top management or policy making, State EMIS director or administrator,
and EMIS analyst or technician. EMIS.was defined, and ways to design
systems which fit actual information needs were discussed. ‘But, on the
fringes or within the depths of each address to the conference lay a
sense of frustration that EMIS's weren't accomplishing all that they

. should. The language of the data analyst and data processor invested

13 @b
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. the discussior with the aura of technology rampant, but within the fric-

tior-of debate between tke uscrs and producers of  information, a sense . N
. of common purposé--to use these s¢stems to help solve major educational .
problems--was attained. : .

B . -

Among-more Rptable presedters at the conference were Dr. James Mitchell, "
Associate Superintendent of the Iowa Department of Public Instruction;

J. F. Movizzo of the Data Processing Division, IBM; Thomas M. Nies, Pres-
ident of CEINCOM Systems, Incorporated; and Mrs.|Katherine,wa11han, Na- CL
tional Center for Educatipnal Statistics. | -

If the RIPP conféfees were asked to look outward in E1 Paso, they were N
asked”to Took inward as well at the next seminar a;!take Tahoe, Nevada, .
November 12-14, 1975. The topic was "education administrative renewal,"

and the participants sought fresh direction and renewed vigor in coping

With the many problems which beset them. .Administrators were shewn how

to confront without having to combat by working through collegial systems

for professional growth--and the emphasis was not on tte system, but on o
the human element. The intrusion of se many compelling social issues ’
into the schools--racial balance, sexual equity, student rights--strained
the administrators' ability to respond. As Nevada Deputy Superinten-

dent of Public Instruction James Costa saw it, "unless the administrator
can be offered opportunities to develtep skills and insights, to povide
leadersfip in educational planning and directing, management by crisis

will bécome standard -operating procedure.” -~ ’ !

Again, at this conferéhtéjxfhe emphasis was Blaced on Mactive optimism."
Educational management, like corporate management, was presented as a .
penfectT? workable process for resolving problems.  The presenters were

a distinguished group of professionals.” Among them were Dr. James E.
Conner, Directar of the Staff Development Project, Council of Chief

State School Officers, who spoke on educational management in terms of
people and organization renewal; Dry Patrick E. Connor, Associate Pro-
fessor of Management at Oregon State University, who discussed individ-

ual versus group problem-sotving processes; and Dr..Terrence Deal, Re-
search- Associate, Stanford Center for Research and Development Training,
who discussed "productive ¢ollision" as a means of administrative renewal.

Yhe next qohference at Pheenix, Arizona, February 17-18, 1976, extended
the examination of adminisjrative renewal to school district personnel.

As in previous conferences, the attempt Was made to get down to specific
cases. Individual programs were described and different approaches to
help administratprs become @Wetter educational leaders were examined. To
round. out the program Dr. James Pahlau, Director of Instruction, Cannon

~ City, Colorado, disqussed “Administrative Renewal in-a Small School
bistrict." Dr. Richieg_E. Marr, Director of Personnel in Alvoed, Lali-
fornia, discussed "Admintstrative Renewal As Rart of -an Intermedfate- -~
School Model"; and Dr. Charles Hough, Principal of ‘Ig#raham High School

in Seattle, Washington, discussed indministrative ReWewal in an Urban .
Area: from the 60's to ‘the 7C's." The participants Were giyen the Mauts -

. .
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*and bolts" approach to mogivating staff and rggewing self. The feeling
of optimigm, evident in ﬂﬁé‘prior conference, prevailed at this one and
might be typified by two ‘comments, one by Dr. William D. Hawkins, Super-
intendent of the Brighton, Colorado School District, "The alternative to
progress ‘is decay;" and the other by James Klassen, Roseville Area

" Schqols, St. Paul, Minnesota, "If you think you are beaten, you are."

. ¥
Complex Issues in Evaluation and Bi11ngﬂa1\Education Explored

When the RIPP consortium met again in Denver, Colorado, July 21-23, 1976,
the topic chosen for investigatioh was "evaluation for effecting educa-
tional futures." Although evaluation is ‘basic to accountability, a fa-
miliar subject explored in many previous RIPP conferences, it was diffi-
cult for the conferees to get a firm handle on it. Evaluation evidently
means quite different things to different people. Dean Arthur Coladarci,
Stanford University, summed it up in the tidy’phrase "sacrosanct and
profane.“ . i

The scope of this conference ranged broadly from Dr. Launor Carter's
comprehensive review of the National Study of Title I projects being con-
ducted by System Development Corporation, to a discussion of how infor-
mation is utilized in decision-making by Dr. Roy Forbes, Director of Na-
tional Assessment of Educational Programs, to presentations of several
kinds of evaluation efforts by representatives of various SEA's. The

" "addresses and discussions were rich in ideas, and the\program was a
very full one. The four objedtives of the conference--to identify prob-
able directions of change, to share experiences and ideas on evaluation
activities, to review promising or emerging evaluation practices, and to
secure concrete suggestions onﬁuti1ization strategies for renewing or
recycling educational programs--were admirably achieved, according to
the workshop evaluation comments. . .
. ‘
The next Rocky Mountain RIPP conference in San Antonio, Texas, Novemper
17-19, 1976, confronted another topic particuTarly difficult to securely
grd®p because of the legal, linguistic, culturadand educational rami-
fications: -bilingual education. "It is a tribute to the conference
planners that they were able to assemble such a remarkable array of pro-
fessional and, scholarly talent to pursue the implications of bilingual °

" education so intensively. . :

The States of Texas, Arizona, and New Mexico, with their lengthy experi-
ence in biligual education programs, provided a keen, informed perspec-
ive for. seminar discussions. Dr. Robert Acosta, Director of the Post-
secondary Division%f the Office of Bilingual Education gave a general
overview of federal involvements,e Henry Pascual, Director of the Bi-
lingual Teacher Training Unit; New Mexico Department of Education was
warmly received for his provocative discussion of "fifteen years in bi-
lingual/multicultural education." The implications of the Lau decisjon
were thoughtfully explored by Jim Littlejohn, Associate Branch:Chief,*
Office for Civil Rights, Region VI;-and Dr. Ed DeAvila's paper on lan-
~guage -assessment, cognition, and the Lau decision provided a firm schol-
arly perspective. Dr. S. Gabe Paxton, Jr., Associate Deputy Commission=
er in the Office of Indian Education, skillfully surveyed the problems
of Indian biltngual education through many tribal projects.

-

-
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This workshop, one of-the last, was surely one of the best. It demon-
strated the success of the Rocky Mountain RIPP format--"the RIPP mix.
Representatives of federal, regional, Ctate, and loedl educational levels
met and investigated a complex topic of 1nte2;$/;oncern, they were ex-
posed to abstract theory and concrete application, and they left-with a

much fuller know]edge of what b1]Jngual educdation entailed and what they

.

must work toward in the future.

3

Summary-.

Buring the nine years that the Rocky Mountain Regional Interstateé Plan-
ning Project has been in existence, it has certainly fulfilled its ini-
tial purpose: to strengthen the leadership of the part1c1pat1ng State
departments of education. It has gone far beyond that, engag1ng the in-
terest and support of regional offices and the USOE as wkll. It has
proved to be a remarkably flexible forum, able to respond effect1ve1y to
the various new demands confronting public education.

Re
The issue of accountability has been’a steadily recurring one. The re-
lated topics of management by objectives, information management.
evaluation, and performance-based teacher certification were fully ex-
plored. .1t is apparent from tne greater soph1st1cat1on of questions .
. posed and issues addressed that the SEA's have used the RIPP confer-.
'ences to acquire or refine leadership skills. A healthy skepticism of
systems or theorieShich offered shallow evidence of workability often
appears in evaluation commentary. And each succeeding sem1nar has str1ved
to 1nc10&e practical application. ‘ )
Yet the forum has also reached often encugh for those elements Which
nurture the spirit €f edutation. Systems have not been given sway over
concerns about children. Superintendent Jim Miller of Santa Fe, New
Mexico, poetically posed the question for b1]1ngua] education:

They bring a people's native pride and f neiT cultu?e 18
dented. Who will answer?

The same concern was evident in d1scoss1ons about community edwcation,
affective education, ma1nstream1ng the handicapped, educat1ona] equity,
and administrative renewa]

The RIPP organ1zat1on has been thoroughly professional in its operation.
For presenters, it has sought and secured the services of highly informed
individuals within and without the educational community—-]egis]ators,
corporate executives, professors, local school district personnel, “teach-
er unfon representatives, federal and State officials, researchers, and
attorneys. Becag&e of the careful planning of the wofkshops, the parti-
~cipating SEA's have been exposed to a full exchange of ideas on many of
the most pressing and troublesome issues in education. Consequently the' -
Rocky~Mountain Interstdte Planning Project has evolved into a valuable
conduit ghrough which SEA's can seek and share experience and knowledge.

&2




BIBLIOGRAPHY

(Rocky Mountain .Regional Interstate
Planning Project Program
- Proceedings :

(ESEA, Title V, Section 505 Projéct)

1970 Olson, Arthur R., ed. Interstate Project for Planning and Program Tonsol-
idation: . réshor 2erort (Denver, Colo.; July -15-17, 1970)., Denver,
Colorado: Colorado Department of Education, 1970.

-~

; ed. Interstate Project for Planning and Program Consol-
idation Workshop Report: Management by Objectives (Boise, Idaho;
September 21-23, 1970). . Denver, Colo.: ‘Cd1orado Department of Educa-
tion, 1970. . Lo

-

1971 O0lson, Arthur R., ed. Regional Interstate Project Program Seminar- Report: -
Feprmgnze Jonzracsing (Phoenix, Arizona: March 1-3, °1971). Denver,
Colorado: Colorado Departmentnofiﬁducation, 1971. >

, ed. Regional Interstate Project Program Seminar Report:
What Lo Tneu Want to drnowl  Jisz.osure of Kesults in Zducation (Reno,
Nevada; April 6-8, 1971). Denver, Colorado: Colorado Department of
Education, 1971. . - v

&

. , ed. ‘Regiona1 Interstate Planning Project Program
Seminar Report: Manzjewment by Jbjegtives (Revisited) (Helena, Montana;
“July 6-8, 1971). Denver, Colorado: Colorado Department of Education,
1971. i .

1972 O0lson, Arthur R., ed. Regional Interstate Project Progrem Seminar Report:

‘ The Futwups up let g onop/Elucitional Deeision-Making (Las Vegas, Nevada;
February 29-March 1,.1972). Denver, Colorado: Colorado Department of
Education, 1972. )

Grimsley, 11liam G., ed. Regional Interstate Project Program: :.p#:,-
mpn e Cuse l iduzation anl Certification (Denver, Colorado; July 13-20,
1972). Denvery Co]ogado: Colorado Department of Education, 1972.

>

1973 Grimsley, V1liam G., ed.. Regional Interstate Project Program Seminar
Report: :inanzing &lucational Jpportunity (Las Vegas, Nevada,
March 28-29, 1973). Denver, Colorado: Colorado Department of Educa-
tion, 1973. i ’

. 1974 Grimsley, William G., ed. Regional Interstate Project Program Seminar
o Report: Gtrengthening Comrunizations at ALl .Levels (Albuquerque, New
« Mexico; February 19-20, 1974). Denver, Colorado: Colorado Department
of Education, 1974, :

1
, ed. Regional Interstate Project Program: Evalta-
tion and Affective Measurement (Las Vegas,. Nevada;-May 14-15, 1974).
Denver, Lolarado: Colorado Department of Education, 1974.




. ] 4 ) ." 4( \

Huber, Jake. and Evalyn Dearmin,’eds. Reg;pna] Interstate Planning Proj-
ect Program Seminar Report: Jorrunity Edieation, Vol. 1 (Boise, Idaho;

Rugust 12-14,.1974). Carson City, Nevada: Nevada Department of Educa-
‘ tion, 1974. o - 1

-

: ~_, eds. Regional Interstate Planhing Project Program
L Sem1nar Reporty ' rwi- 2 it ior, Tpeer Elucation, Exeeptionul
’ TI My, Fleit . L the Foop, Plucational wcvermanze v, cot, Vol. 2

B“rt ‘take City, Utahs December 10-12, 1974). Carson City, Nevada:
Nevada Department of Educatiens, 1974. ~

1975 Huber, Jake and Evalyn Dearmin, eds. Reg1ona1 Interstate P1ann1ng PrOJ-
ect Program Seminar Report J;ii'JZt o State Departments O F Education
o ional e 20 on, Vol 3 (E1 Paso, Texas; April 1-3,
, 1975) Carson City, Nevada: HNevada Department of Educatton, 1975.

.

0 , eds. Regional Interstate Planning Project Program
Seminar Report: Ioucisicw Yinazerent I ormatlorn JyStems, Vol. 4
[HeTefa, Yontana; July 1-3, 1975). Carson City, Nevada: Nevada
Departrment of EdJcat1on,‘1275. .

<

-

- . eds. Regjonal Interstate Planning Project Program
Seminar Raport: . scanc v . monicreizive agecwa, Vol. 5 {Lake Tahoe,
Nevada; November .2-14, 1975) Carson City, Nevada: Nevada Depariment
of Education, 1975. :

1976 Huber, Jake and Evalyn Dearmin, eds. Reg1ona1 Interstate Planning Proj-
ect Program Seminar Report: ‘et nistrative Renewal *Oﬂ Sehool Zistrict
“Zrz_rnc., Vol. 6 (Phoenix, Ar1zona, February 47-18, ‘1976). Carson
City, hevada: MNevada Department of Edupat1on, 1976.

, eds. Regional Interstate P]ann1gg,Pr03ect Program
Seminar Report: . vzluzii-rn “op Zflecting Tducational Futures, Vol. 7
(Denver, Co1qrado, Ju]y 21-23, 1976) Cargon City, Nevada: Nevada
Department of Education, 1976. .

, eds. Regjonal Interstate Planning Project Program
Seminar Report: &7 ingus lifuliiculiurzl Education, VoT. 8 (San Antonio,
Texas; November 17-19, 1976). Carson City, Nevada: Nevada Department
of Education, 1976. = i

—

"

5 1977 -Huber, Jake and Evalyn Dearmin, eds. Regional Interstate Planning Proj-
act Program Seminar: T Tygtien Joeeshor Model/Talifornia Program
Fuilyzt o Trrpovewent (wojezt, Vol 9 (Las Vegas, Nevada; February 23-
March 2. 1977) Carson City, Nevada: Nevada.Department of Education,
1977. h
>
-

b

-




X ‘ - 4
EVALUATION FOR THE CALIFORMIA PROGRAM EVALUATION IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
. ’ * \K) -

L]

. Seminar Evaluation Form
- o

DEMOGRAPHIC:

;™

P

i. Profqisionais%wition kCheck One)-: . ) ' ) ) - S

4 Tocal district staff

35  state education agency »staff

0 school board, ‘ i

0 university staff ' « A

{ . .
6 other: 4  ETS . ‘f/l :
: . ' »

I Regional Education Service Center

-~

' B Intermediatd Unit

» 2. 4hat State do you represent?

* Overall, -in comparison with other educational workshops you have
attended, how would you rate this one?

5-Topl0 - 6 ., ! 2 -- Lbwer 503 - 2

&
4 -~ Top 20" - 22 1 o= Lowec 207 - 2

3 --Top 507 - 12 - 0% Vhy B6ther - 0

Added by conference participant = 6 -- Top 2% - 1

SEMINAR OBJECTIVES

“11 participants will become aware of and better 1nformed about
‘the California Evaluation Improvement Project ang 1ts approach
to evaluation.

Participants who are program managers from state and inter-
mediate levels and-+those who are already familiar with research
and evaluation concepts will be able to describe the project to
others and to acauire skills requ1red to present the materials
in- subsequent workshops. . -

ParthC1pants fi'om docal school districts will acquire skills re-
auired for implementing or improyving evaluation des1qns in their
own districts.

. OBJECTIVES: : .

4. ‘Wére you ahle to identify probabTe directions in which evaluation could
assist with the change process? -

- *

positively yes, qenera]]y . only somewhat no% at ali
) 20 22 3 -0-




~ /
5. Were you‘able to share exper1ences and 1deas on eva1uat1on activities and
findings?
positiveiy . yes, generally only somewhat not at a]]

12 26 ' 7 ' -0-

*

Were (you provided the opportundty to review pr0m1s1ng or eT§;91n0 evaluation
' modeﬂi and practices” .

positively . yes, generally .- only somewhat not at all

. 137 1 / 18 %
. Did you gaih 1deas and suggest1ons that could be useful in your situation or
| responsibility? '

positively yes, aenerally * onty somewhat not at all

23 oI5 7 : -0-

€. . Ip general, how apolicable were workshop activities to your local situation?

nichly nererally not no
arnlicable anplicable applicable comment

12 ‘ 31 1 1

g [II. PHYSICAL APRANFEMENTS:

| Please Comment:
No Problerm - - - 3, (uiet Favorable -1
Seating S*tvle was Cumberson - 1 " Passable . B
Yer, Tnconvenient for After Very food . - 6
dork Activaties _ < Nice - 2
Fine -5 Hats off to ShowHoat Staff - 1
Excellent Accoprrodations - 17 Comfottable and Adequate -1
Super . 3 4 No Comment -1
IV. WOPKSHOP PRESENTOPRS- . -
vell Prepared and Presented - 2A4/ * Added Comments by Participants:
Missing 1n Tone - 8
] -
food Practical Approach - 5. gg;l Endoved 2
Good/Fair - 5
No Comment -0 .
V. GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT THE WORKSHOP:
Presentors Took Too Much Time ’ - 3
Presentors Should Have Morked With Group - -]
Some Cpmponents More Useful than:QOthers 0 - -6
Wednegday Morning Activity was.Interesting - 1 P
., Too Much Material - Not Presented Well .- 1
Moré Participation from Groups - 3
, Thanks for Opportunity of Sharing Ideas with Others - 2
Renewal to Me - Job Well Done - ]
- More Emphasis on Exercises - 1 ‘
Q “+~ More Silent Reading and Less Lectur1nq 3 - 1.

ENC . 20
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V. GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT THE WORKSHOP - Continued:

L 4 . -
. . , ) v 7

. . s
One of The Better - 57
. Excellent . - 6
Very Useful - 5.
Pleasure Watching Richard Harsh Work - 1
Felt A Little Rushed -} ~
Should Have Had Simulatior, Games Earlier -1 "
Needs To Be Structured ’ - ] }
No Comment - 4 -
vi. DID vyou ENJOY»}OUR STAY IN LAS VEGAS, NEVADA:
Yes - 20
\ Yes, But I'm Broke - 2
Yes, Good Hosting - 4 ’ .
' Yes, But Expensive . - 3
WOW - ]
_Too Short - 1
So, So - 1
Going Back To Work To Pest -] :
Immensely -] /
Very Much -2 )
Definitely -2
No Comment : - 7
s
"%
. 4
i
- ;
|
Y . .




